In John Locke's benign pre-society, human beings are in 'a state of perfect freedom to order their actions, and dispose of their possessions and persons as they think fit, within the bounds of the Law of Nature, without asking leave, or depending upon the will of any other man.' 3 In the non-benign unsociety of Thomas Hobbes, 'during the time men live without a common power to keep them all in awe, they are in that condition which is called war; and such a war, as is of every man, against every man'. 4 For Hobbes, the myth of the state of nature was, in one sphere at least, not a myth but a fact. 'But though there had never been any time, wherein particular men were in a condition of war one against another; yet, in all times, kings and persons of sovereign authority, because of their independency, are in continual jealousies, and in the state and posture of gladiators.'
5 And Locke had a simple answer to what he calls the 'mighty' objection that there never have been men in a state of nature: '[S]ince all princes and rulers of independent governments all through the world are in a state of nature, it is plain the world never was, nor ever will be, without numbers of men in that state.' 6 It was Vattel who made the myth of the state of nature into the metaphysics of the law of nations. 'Since Nations are composed of men who are by nature free and independent, and who before the establishment of civil society lived together in the state of nature, such Nations or sovereign States must be regarded as so many free persons living together in the state of nature.' 7 And the reified abstractions inhabiting the international state of nature are not fictions. They are persons. 'Such a society has its own affairs and interests; it deliberates and takes resolutions in common, and is thus become a moral person having understanding, and a will peculiar to itself, and susceptible at once of obligations and of rights.' 8 These pseudo-persons have what Vattelians call 'international relations', pseudopsychic conditions of amity and enmity, as petulant and whimsical as the personal relations of medieval monarchs or oriental potentates. They play 'the great game' of diplomacy, as they call it, a game whose arcane contests must sometimes be
